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IV.16  Individual RDEIR Mailed Comments 
GM-39 to GM-40 

 
This section presents responses to individual public comments (i.e., not form letter or form letter 
based) received the U.S. mail or other non-electronic delivery services. The responses immediately 
follow each letter and are organized in the same order as the comments in each letter. Several of the 
letters included attachments. Attachments were not included herein if our response did not directly 
reference the attachment. 
 
Mailed comment submissions with multiple copies of a single letter format will be addressed in one 
sample from each type of form letter. Those with additional comments added will be addressed 
individually if the comment is substantive and thus warrants a separate response. 
 
There will not be comment letters for every number within the series because some letters dropped if 
they were duplicates or if they were found to be form letters.  Form letters are responded to in their 
own section of the FEIR. 
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Mailed Letter GM-39 
 
This letter represents a resubmission of DEIR comment letter P-183, with the addition of a number of 
handwritten annotations.  These annotations represent new comment and are addressed here. 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The writer states that additional area of JDSF should be managed as potential habitat for the marbled 
murrelet to help in the recovery effort and to make up for past clearcutting in the North Fork of Caspar 
Creek.  He further states that the Jughandle and Caspar Creek watersheds are in close proximity to 
occupied murrelet habitat, and that the old-growth and mature stands should be protected. 
 
In addition to the supplemental areas designated in Alternative G for development of marbled 
murrelet habitat (upper Russian Gulch and lower Big River areas), the marbled murrelet management 
measure specified in the DEIR will be applied.  This management measure will involve future 
consultation with wildlife management agencies to consider additional habitat development area for 
the species, including area within the Jughandle Creek watershed.  The purpose is to provide for 
future habitat development.  Further, the USFWS is in the process of considering the designation of 
critical habitat for the species throughout the region. 
 
Please also see response numbers 80, 84, 90-95, 97 and 98 to the letter by Bruce Campbell, dated 
February 24, 2006 (DEIR comment letter P-183).  Significant impacts to the marbled murrelet are not 
expected to occur.  Also, please see DEIR Section VII.10 for an assessment of potential watershed 
effects.  Significant and cumulative impacts are not expected to occur as the result of past 
clearcutting in the North Fork of Caspar Creek.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
These are reiterated concerns from Mr. Campbell's earlier letter of February 24, 2006.  Mr. Campbell 
would prefer that all of the "mature forest" and "mature trees" be retained to aid in recovery of 
endangered species.  Please see responses to the February letter.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The writer requests that "mature stands and mature trees" not be harvested by even-aged methods.  
He also suggests two constraints if even-aged management is ultimately included in areas with 
"mature stands".  He further states that even-aged management should not "hurt watercourses, 
connectivity, or recovery chances for the Marbled Murrelet".  Even-aged management will be planned 
and conducted to avoid significant impact to these resources. These are reiterated concerns from the 
earlier letter of February 24, 2006.  Please see responses to the February letter. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The status of the marbled murrelet has been considered.  The USFWS is the entity responsible for 
creation of a recovery plan for the species.  The state forest will contribute to the recovery of the 
species through the management of a significant area to recruit or develop late seral forest and older 
forest characteristics.  In addition, large old-growth trees and old-growth groves will be preserved. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Please see response #1 to February 24, 2006 letter.  Alternative G adds to the protection and 
restoration of older forest by designating additional area for development of habitat for the marbled 
murrelet and through establishment of the Older Forest Structure Zone. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Please see response #4 to February 24, 2006 letter.  Alternative G adds to the protection and 
restoration of older forest by designating additional area for development of habitat for the marbled 
murrelet and through establishment of the Older Forest Structure Zone. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
This concern represents speculation.  Please see response #14 and 15 to February 24, 2006 letter. 
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Response to Comment 8 
Please see response #16 to February 24, 2006 letter.  No variants of the clearcut method have been 
proposed.  Many silvicultural variations may be practiced as elements of even-aged management.   
 
Response to Comment 9 
Please see response #56 to February 24, 2006 letter.   In general, Alternative G offers a greater 
degree of environmental protection than Alternative C1.  Alternative G includes greater restriction on 
the use of clearcutting and other forms of even-aged management. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Please see response #57 to February 24, 2006 letter.  A special treatment area exists adjacent to all 
state parks were the proposal to utilize silvicultural systems must be accompanied by a consideration 
of the values associated with the park, including aesthetic resources.  Each proposal to harvest 
timber includes a site-specific assessment of the potential effects upon aesthetics and recreational 
values. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
Please see response 6 above and response #86 to February 24, 2006 letter. Alternative G increases 
the area dedicated to larger and older trees and forest management, while further reducing and 
restricting the use of clearcutting and even-aged management. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
 Please see response #97 to February 24, 2006 letter and responses above.  
 
Response to Comment 13 
Please see response #106 to February 24, 2006 letter. Alternative G will reduce the edge effects and 
fragmentation associated with management, due to a reduction in the use of even-aged management 
and the designation of substantial area to an Older Forest Structure Zone and recruitment habitat for 
the marbled murrelet.  
 
Response to Comment 14 
Please see response #114 to February 24, 2006 letter, and response 13 above. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
Please see response #122 to February 24, 2006 letter.  The committees to be established will be 
purely advisory to the Department and the Board.  The Board is ultimately responsible for state forest 
policy and approval of management plans.  Management plans are prepared by the Department for 
review and approval by the Board.  Anticipated future projects are disclosed in RDEIR Alternative G 
Table II.3, and other future plans are discussed and considered throughout the DEIR and the 
management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
Please see response #135 to February 24, 2006 letter.  The Road Management Plan establishes a 
program for inventory of the road system, followed by prioritization of maintenance, improvement, and 
decommissioning activity. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
Please see response #158 to February 24, 2006 letter and responses above. 
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GM-40  
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Mailed Letter GM-40 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Comment noted. Alternative G contains many provisions in direct or close alignment with the 
recommendations of the Mendocino Working Group.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
Comment noted. It should be noted that in addition to research projects implementing even-aged 
management, the proposed management plan by necessity also includes even-aged management 
independent of research projects, in order to create and maintain the desired future conditions 
outlined in RDEIR Table 1. Most of these harvests will occur under even-aged systems that retain 
substantial portions of the pre-harvest stand un-harvested to provide shelter, habitat and aesthetic 
enhancement. Under no circumstances will the limitations on clearcutting specified in the 
management plan be exceeded. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The commenters claim is too vague to provide a complete response. They do not provide specifics of 
their claim that some even-aged management projects may conflict with some of Alternative G’s 
stated goals, such as promoting forest health and ecological processes and providing enhanced 
opportunities for recreation and aesthetic enjoyment. It is not clear what is meant by “promoting 
ecological processes”. 
 
The Board believes that the proposed management plan contains only even-aged management 
projects that are in agreement with the stated goals of Alternative G as approved by the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board agrees with the commenters. The Board believes the Jackson Advisory Group and the 
DSFAG will fill an essential role in crafting a lasting consensus solution for future even-aged 
management on JDSF, which meets the research and demonstration needs of JDSF and wins the 
support of the public. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comments 6, 7, 8 
The commenter expresses concern regarding THPs in section 1 of Table II.3, which are listed as not 
being subject to DSFAG or JAG review. These THPs were agreed to be acceptable to move forward 
without review. This is not an environmental impact issue. The Board shares the MWG’s concern 
over resuming operations on JDSF in 2008.  
 
Response to Comment 9 
The environmental impact being expressed is unclear. Harvesting old second-growth does not in and 
of itself constitute an environmental impact. The area of old second-growth will increase over time 
under this management plan. In order for JDSF to remain a managed forest and meet the goals of the 
proposed management plan, specifically the desired future conditions in Table 1 in the management 
plan, many areas of old second-growth by logical necessity will have to be harvested. This is a direct 
result of the relatively conservative long-rotation management in the management plan, where many 
even-aged stands will be managed on an 80- to 150-years rotation age. 
 
It is unclear what is meant by “unentered” second-growth. Second-growth stands at JDSF and 
elsewhere by definition are a man-made entity, and as such cannot full meet the definition of the term 
“unentered”. A second-growth stand has either been planted and/or received some treatments 
throughout its life, ranging from early stand treatments, spacing, competing vegetation control, 
stocking control or commercial thinning.  
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Both THPs referred to have been carefully planned to mitigate any negative impacts on recreation to 
a negligible level. See also response to comments 6 – 8 above. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Comment noted. 
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